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authorities continue to investigate 
whether PRC officials copied the con-
tents of a government computer during 
a trip to China by the Secretary of 
Commerce, and just this month, Sen-
ator NELSON’s office reported three sep-
arate instances of cyber attacks from 
China, which follow multiple instances 
last year. 

In addition, a routine Thanksgiving 
holiday port call by a U.S. aircraft car-
rier, the USS Kitty Hawk, to Hong 
Kong was inexplicably cancelled at the 
eleventh hour. Most recently, five Chi-
nese vessels harassed an unarmed U.S. 
naval ship. 

Mr. Speaker, this House has refused 
to respond to that attack as yet. I am 
troubled at the prospect for mis-
calculation or unnecessary escalation 
of one of these situations if China does 
not act in a transparent and respon-
sible manner that is expected of a ris-
ing global power. 

For that reason, I introduced H. Con. 
Res. 72 with Congressional China Cau-
cus cochair MADELEINE BORDALLO, urg-
ing China to avoid necessary esca-
lations that could harm U.S.-China re-
lations and to condemn their attack on 
our unarmed U.S. naval ship, but so 
far, the leadership of the House has not 
found time to allow that resolution to 
come to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, it bothers me that 
today, when China had a proposal for a 
new global currency to replace the dol-
lar, that Secretary of Treasury 
Geithner said that he was open to the 
proposal and that White House eco-
nomic adviser Austin Goolsbee de-
clined to rule it out. 

Mr. Speaker, if we don’t know our po-
sitions on these issues, we are inviting 
the Chinese to push us further and fur-
ther. The future course in U.S.-China 
relations hinges on China’s ability to 
provide the necessary transparency 
with regard to its military buildup and 
cyber warfare capabilities. Mr. Speak-
er, I hope that we will continue to push 
for that kind of transparency. 

f 

HONORING ARCHBISHOP JOHN 
CARROLL HIGH SCHOOL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SESTAK) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SESTAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a remarkable institu-
tion that stands as a center of aca-
demic and spiritual excellence in the 
Seventh Congressional District of 
Pennsylvania. That the motto of this 
school is ‘‘Pro Deo et Patria’’ tells us 
much about its tradition and about the 
wisdom of its founders. That the school 
nickname is the Patriots tells us even 
more about the values and principles of 
its students, faculty, administrators, 
parents, and alumni. However, in the 
past year, this school has also estab-
lished a new and unprecedented stand-
ard for athletic excellence. I am speak-
ing of the community that is Arch-
bishop John Carroll High School of the 
Philadelphia Catholic League. 

Last weekend, both the boys’ and 
girls’ basketball teams won their re-
spective Pennsylvania Intercollegiate 
Athletic Association State champion-
ships. In that remarkable feat, the 
Archbishop Carroll coaches, players, 
trainers, parents, families, and fans 
fulfilled a covenant to one another. 
Well before the season began, they 
pledged that, although other teams 
might seem to have more advantage, 
none would ever out-work, out-think, 
or out-cheer the Patriots of Archbishop 
Carroll. 

The people of the Philadelphia region 
are renowned for their knowledge of 
sports, and it is well established that 
championships are not won in a tour-
nament. They are the products of thou-
sands of hours of practice, conditioning 
and study long before the first game. 
Thereafter, championships are won by 
the team that establishes the strongest 
bonds of trust and respect among one 
another and the ability to overcome 
every adversity. Throughout a grueling 
season of 62 games, the young men and 
women of both teams showed that the 
physical and mental preparation, team-
work and, above all, character are re-
warded. 

Archbishop John Carroll High School 
offers faith- and values-based edu-
cation under the leadership of Presi-
dent Reverend William E. Grogan and 
Principal David R. Dickens that con-
firms the wisdom of the great John 
Wooden, who remarked, ‘‘I always tried 
to make clear that basketball is not 
the ultimate. It is of small importance 
in comparison to the total life we live. 
There is only one kind of life that truly 
wins, and that is the one that places 
faith in the hands of the Savior. Until 
that is done, we are on an aimless 
course that runs in circles and goes no-
where.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, the young men and 
women we honor today are on the right 
course. They are on course in a journey 
to lead, to teach, to solve difficult 
problems in the arts, sciences, busi-
nesses, and most importantly, to raise 
wonderful children who will carry on 
the proud traditions of Archbishop 
John Carroll High School. 

To the players of these magnificent 
teams and their classmates, this Cham-
ber and our Nation wish you Godspeed 
on your journey. We are proud to know 
you, and look forward to even greater 
challenges and victories that await 
you. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
REGARDING PMA GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, in just a 
few minutes, I will introduce a privi-
leged resolution, the purpose of which 
is to have the House Ethics Committee 
look into the relationship between the 
PMA Group—a lobbying firm that has 
been raided by the FBI—earmarks re-

ceived by the raided firm for their cli-
ents and the source and timing of cam-
paign contributions made by the raided 
firm to Members of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, this will be the sixth 
resolution that I have introduced on 
the same topic. I want to stress again 
that this is not a partisan resolution. 
These resolutions have not been intro-
duced at the behest of any Republican 
or of any Democrat. No Member of 
Congress is mentioned in these resolu-
tions. No party is mentioned either. 
This is a problem that this House sim-
ply must address. 

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is 
that, as long as Members of Congress 
have the ability, which we currently 
have, to award no-bid contracts to indi-
viduals or organizations—nonprofit or 
for profit—then you are going to have 
problems, and that is what we are see-
ing with the investigations that are 
going on with the PMA Group. 

The PMA Group is a powerhouse lob-
bying firm that last year had revenues 
in excess of $17 million. That firm, as I 
have mentioned, has been raided by the 
FBI, and is now in the process of dis-
banding. By the end of this month, in 
just a few days, it will be gone, from 
$17 million—boom—overnight to noth-
ing because somebody got on to them 
and because they were able to get ear-
marks for their clients who should not 
have been awarded in this way. 

We simply should not have the abil-
ity here in Congress to award no-bid 
contracts to anyone, let alone those 
who turn around and make big con-
tributions back to our congressional 
campaigns. That is what we are asking 
the Ethics Committee to look into. 

Right now, the Ethics Committee has 
issued guidance, saying that, when you 
want to request an earmark, you have 
to sign a certification saying that you 
have no financial interest in the ear-
mark that you are signing—that you 
don’t have a spouse working for the 
firm or that money is not somehow 
going to come back to you. The Ethics 
Committee has also said that that does 
not include campaign contributions. 

b 1700 

Yet we have examples of just thou-
sands of dollars, hundreds of thousands 
of dollars coming back to those who 
have requested these earmarks from 
the firms who got the earmarks, the 
lobbying firms who requested the ear-
marks for the client and from political 
action committees established by the 
lobbying firm. That doesn’t reflect well 
on the House. 

As I said, this is not a Republican 
problem or a Democratic problem. This 
is a problem that all of us have here, 
and it needs to be addressed by the bi-
partisan Ethics Committee. That’s the 
purpose of the resolution that I will 
offer in just a minute 

As I mentioned, this is the sixth one. 
The five prior to this have been tabled. 
I don’t know what the fate of this one 
will be. Perhaps it will be tabled as 
well. But if it is, we need to come back 
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and do the same thing because we can’t 
stop until we address this issue. 

We are going into a season of appro-
priations where the Appropriations 
Committee, in fact, the earmark dead-
line, request deadline, is next week. 
Are we going to continue to allow 
Members of this body to secure no-bid 
contracts for people who turn around 
and give them campaign contributions? 
That is a question that should be an-
swered before we go into the appropria-
tion season, and that is a reason we 
need to move forward quickly on this. 

We looked at the 2008 defense bill. 
The PMA group, the firm that again 
has been raided by the FBI, received 
more than $300 million in earmarks for 
its clients. The 2009 defense bill was a 
number slightly higher than that or 
still totaling that number but looks to 
be above $300 million. It is worthy to 
note that that bill, the 2009 defense bill 
which we passed last September, was 
not even considered by the full Appro-
priations Committee in the House. So 
it wasn’t vetted, there was virtually no 
oversight there, and when the bill came 
to the House, there was no ability for 
any Member of this body to challenge 
any of the thousands of earmarks that 
were in that bill, a few thousand of 
which represented no-bid contracts. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF THE PRIVILEGES OF 
THE HOUSE 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, I hereby no-
tify the House of my intention to offer 
a resolution as a question of the privi-
leges of the House. 

The form of my resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Whereas, The Hill reported that a promi-
nent lobbying firm specializing in obtaining 
defense earmarks for its clients, the subject 
of a ‘‘federal investigation into potentially 
corrupt political contributions,’’ has given 
$3.4 million in political donations to no less 
than 284 members of Congress. 

Whereas, multiple press reports have noted 
questions related to campaign contributions 
made by or on behalf of the firm; including 
questions related to ‘‘straw man’’ contribu-
tions, the reimbursement of employees for 
political giving, pressure on clients to give, a 
suspicious pattern of giving, and the timing 
of donations relative to legislative activity. 

Whereas, Roll Call has taken note of the 
timing of contributions from employees the 
firm and its clients when it reported that 
they ‘‘have provided thousands of dollars 
worth of campaign contributions to key 
Members in close proximity to legislative ac-
tivity, such as the deadline for earmark re-
quest letters or passage of a spending bill.’’ 

Whereas, CQ Today specifically noted a 
Member getting ‘‘$25,000 in campaign con-
tribution money from [the founder of the 
firm] and his relatives right after his sub-
committee approved its spending bill in 
2005.’’ 

Whereas, the Associated Press noted that 
Members received campaign contributions 
from employees of the firm ‘‘around the time 
they requested’’ earmarks for companies rep-
resented by the firm. 

Whereas, the Associated Press highlighted 
the ‘‘huge amounts of political donations’’ 

from the firm and its clients to select mem-
bers and noted that ‘‘those political dona-
tions have followed a distinct pattern: The 
giving is especially heavy in March, which is 
prime time for submitting written earmark 
requests.’’ 

Whereas, clients of the firm received at 
least three hundred million dollars worth of 
earmarks in fiscal year 2009 appropriations 
legislation, including several that were ap-
proved even after news of the FBI raid of the 
firm’s offices and Justice Department inves-
tigation into the firm was well known. 

Whereas, the Associated Press reported 
that ‘‘the FBI says the investigation is con-
tinuing, highlighting the close ties between 
special-interest spending provisions known 
as earmarks and the raising of campaign 
cash.’’ 

Whereas, the persistent media attention 
focused on questions about the nature and 
timing of campaign contributions related to 
the firm, as well as reports of the Justice De-
partment conducting research on earmarks 
and campaign contributions, raise concern 
about the integrity of Congressional pro-
ceedings and the dignity of the institution. 

Now, therefore, be it: Resolved, that (a) the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
or a subcommittee of the committee des-
ignated by the committee and its members 
appointed by the chairman and ranking 
member, shall immediately begin an inves-
tigation into the relationship between the 
source and timing of past campaign con-
tributions to Members of the House related 
to the raided firm and earmark requests 
made by Members of the House on behalf of 
clients of the raided firm. 

(b) The Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct shall submit a report of its findings 
to the House of Representatives within 2 
months after the date of adoption of the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
rule IX, a resolution offered from the 
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as 
a question of the privileges of the 
House has immediate precedence only 
at a time designated by the Chair with-
in 2 legislative days after the resolu-
tion is properly noticed. 

Pending that designation, the form of 
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Arizona will appear in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That 
determination will be made at the time 
designated for consideration of the res-
olution. 

f 

THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with the President in expressing hope 
that our economy will begin to recover 
soon. No one should underestimate the 
pain and worry that the American peo-
ple are experiencing during this eco-
nomic crisis. 

Every weekend when I am back in 
Ohio’s Ninth Congressional District, I 
hear more worried stories from people 
about the trouble they are having mak-
ing ends meet and planning for their 
futures with confidence. For the sake 

of our country, we simply have to get 
the economy right. 

Thus, I am troubled by several as-
pects of the most recent financial sta-
bility plan that Treasury Secretary 
Geithner unveiled this week. I am most 
concerned by the fact that the Amer-
ican taxpayers once again are shoul-
dering far, far too much of the risk 
that was created by unscrupulous trad-
ers on Wall Street in the biggest mega 
banks and investment houses. And the 
plan does not place rigor and market 
discipline to correct what faces us. 

By committing taxpayer dollars to 
leveraging minimal private investment 
in the private banking system, a pri-
vate system that is now substantially 
owned by the public, the Geithner plan 
once again places taxpayers on a very 
large hook. Why should we use tax-
payer dollars to eliminate discipline 
and most risk for private investors to 
purchase the bad loans in order to 
clean up the banks’ books? Taxpayers 
didn’t create this problem. 

In this new deal, private investors 
may put up as little as 3 percent while 
government—which means our people— 
put up 97 percent of the rest as a loan, 
and a nonrecourse loan at that, which 
means if something goes sour, they 
pick it all up. And guess who gets the 
profits on the upside if there is any? 
That’s not a good deal. 

This is what should be the focus of 
our concern. According to an Associ-
ated Press investigation reported re-
cently, these bailed-out banks sought 
to hire 21,800 foreign workers in the 
past 6 years. Major U.S. banks sought 
government permission to bring thou-
sands of foreign workers into our coun-
try for high-paying jobs even as the 
system was melting down last year. 

So, as Americans were getting laid 
off across our country, according to an 
Associated Press review of visa appli-
cations, these mega banks were hiring 
foreign workers. 

Dr. Peter Morici, an economist at the 
University of Maryland, described the 
Geithner plan as ‘‘structured to create 
more risk for the Federal Govern-
ment.’’ Why? Because ‘‘it is going to be 
the fund manager who raised the pri-
vate money and then borrowed with a 
government guarantee who is going to 
be paid on the number of loans he or 
she buys and he or she will have the 
temptation to bid whatever it takes. 
There is going to be real incentive here 
for people to overbid.’’ 

Again, the proposal has no market 
discipline. Price setting will be taken 
out of the normal market process. That 
is never a good idea. 

‘‘As a result,’’ says Dr. Morici, ‘‘the 
Geithner plan creates the potential for 
another bubble. You have created the 
potential for a synthetic bubble inside 
the government,’’ inside the public cof-
fers, ‘‘which could cost the govern-
ment’’ and, in turn, the American tax-
payers, a whole lot more money down 
the road. 

Doctor Morici describes the plan as 
low risk and high reward for the pri-
vate investor and high-risk and high- 
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